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Introduction 
 Imagine you are sharing food with a group. Everyone already had a piece of food, but 
there is only one piece left. Who is going to take it? Everyone recognizes the situation where you 
share food with a group and there is one piece left. It is a social norm to not take the last piece 
immediately. People often ask around whether someone wants the last piece or everyone is silent 
and no one takes the last piece, probably because nobody dares to take it. While surrounded by 
other people, people like to leave a positive impression of themselves. People could be tempted to 
take the last piece, but this could be seen as rude by other group members. The impression of 
being rude could be the reason why nobody takes it, although everyone feels the temptation to 
take the last piece and perhaps are even more tempted because it is the last one.  
 It is interesting to find out what the influences are of social behavior, temptation and 
greed on the choice that is made whether or not a last product is taken knowing that other 
members of the group will not be able to taste the product anymore. Greediness can be seen as a 
bad habit and sharing can be seen as a good habit. Therefore, taking the last piece could be seen 
as greedy and not social. People who are concerned about the impression they make on others 
could decide to take it if they are not being observed. Then the level of shame could be reduced 
or even suppressed because the temptation of getting the last piece is too high but may not create 
the feeling of guilt. Would that mean that a social person, who takes the situation of others into 
account, is not interested in fellow human beings if people are not present in the room?  
 Nowadays temptation becomes more important for marketing research. Temptation 
means that the decisions people make, interfere with their long term goals (Hofmann, & Van 
Dillen, 2012). If the social norm, not taking the last piece, is seen as a long term goal, temptation 
could be the reason why people decide to take it anyway. For companies it can be an advantage to 
know when and how people make decisions that are not in line with their long term goals. This 
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could be relevant for companies that sell unhealthy food, especially because nowadays people 
become more aware of what they are eating and prefer healthy food (USA TODAY, 2015). For 
these companies it is important to know what makes people weak for temptation and, despite 
eating healthy food being their long term goal, not acting in line with their healthy goal. These 
companies already have the advantage that people tend to make a cognitive association between 
unhealthy food and tastiness. According to Raghunathan, Naylor and Hoyer (2006) people prefer 
and tend to think unhealthy food is tastier than healthy food. Does that mean that people, who 
have a healthy lifestyle as a long term goal and take the last unhealthy piece of food, will do this 
because of a high level of temptation? Are they more tempted to take the last piece, because 
others already took a piece before them and they believe it has to be good? The social norm and 
concerns about the impression that others give them wouldn´t play a role. It is questionable what 
the intentions are of people who do not have a healthy lifestyle goal and leave the last piece while 
being surrounded by others. In this case the social norm could play a role.  
  If a person is tempted to take the last piece of food, but taking the last piece would not 
be in line with his or her long term goal, self-control is needed. Self-control can be seen as a 
struggle between impelling forces and restraining forces (Carver, 2005). Self-control could play a 
role in the decision whether either to behave in line with the social norm or to ignore the social 
norm and not take the last piece. People have desires and it is difficult to control them. While 
sharing food, people could experience temptation for wanting the last piece and therefore self-
control is needed. Especially if a person is concerned about the impression others will have if he 
or she will take the last piece. A person that decides to take it and therefore gives in to their 
temptation could feel guilty after taking the last piece, because there is nothing left for the other 
group members.  
 Another reason why people decide to take the last piece that is left or decide to not take 
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the last piece, could be because of differences in social value orientation. Social value orientation 
influences the way how individuals behave in settings whereby they have to allocate resources to 
themselves and others (Kelley & Thibaut, 1978). According to De Dreu and Boles (1998) people 
who are more pro-social often make cooperative decisions, like sharing equally, and people who 
are more pro-self often make competitive decisions, like thinking the winner takes everything. 
Taking the last piece would make it a competitive decision, whereby he or she is aware that there 
is nothing left for others and taking the last piece is profitable for him or her. Not taking the last 
piece of food would be a cooperative decision. If a person believes it would not be fair to take the 
last piece, he or she could decide to leave it.  
 People who are more pro-self could decide to maximize their outcome and take the last 
piece of food. According to De Cremer and Van Lange (2001) pro-socials take into account what 
the impact is of the consequences of their choices. They are more sensitive to social norms. The 
behavior of pro-socials could be restricted because of impression management. Impression 
management refers to the process in which people want to control the impressions others have of 
them (Leary & Kowalski, 1990). In general, people prefer to act in a way that is consistent with 
their prior beliefs and the impression of themselves (Schlenker, 1980). Someone who is more 
pro-social could therefore decide to not take the last piece of food, because he or she is worried 
about the inequality of the outcomes. He or she is motivated to get the same extent of profitable 
outcome as the outcome of others. It would be unfair to take the last piece, because there is 
nothing left for the others. To sum up, pro-selfs would take the last piece to maximize their 
outcome and pro-socials would not take the last piece, because they think of the consequences 
their decisions have on others. 
 In a social context, pro-social people could be concerned about how honest the 
distribution of the food is and therefore decide not to take it. How food is going to be distributed 
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can be different in a social context compared to a situation where nobody is present. Pro-socials 
could act differently in a context where nobody is present, because then they do not have to 
worry about the fairness of the distribution of the food. This situation may not create the feeling 
of guilt. Deciding to take the last piece when nobody is present could be caused by scarcity 
principles. In daily life you can see how marketers take advantage of scarcity principles. People 
in general are more eager to buy products when they are offered in a sales campaign. Having 
products on sale make people want the products more. Imagine a shop where shoes are on sale. If 
a seller shows that there are plenty of a particular pair of shoes in size 8, people do not feel the 
pressure to get them immediately. Therefore, it is wise to display only one pair of shoes in size 8 
so people think there is only one pair left and they will be eager to buy it. The commodity theory 
looks at the psychological effects of scarcity (Brock, 1968). Scarcity would enhance the 
perceived value of products, because the product is almost unavailable or not available for others 
anymore. It is the last product and therefore consumers think other people before them already 
wanted it. Therefore, the product is desired and the consumers get a competitive feeling of getting 
the product (Snyder and Fromkin, 1980). This means that both, pro-selfs and pro-socials, could 
have an increased desire to take the last piece because there is only one left and many already 
taken. 
 The value of products is enhanced if there is scarcity (Mittone & Savadori, 2009). 
Someone who would normally act in a pro-social manner could decide to take the last piece 
because of scarcity. This could be the case if no one is present. In a social context taking the last 
piece, which is not in line with what a pro-social normally would do, could elicit the feeling of 
guilt. In a social context, guilt could enhance the attractiveness of the product, because the 
product is scarce (Goldsmith, Cho, & Dhar, 2012). People see the product as more attractive, 
because others took the product before them. They will not be able to get the product anymore, if 
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they take the last piece. People could perceive this situation as competitive and the attractiveness 
of the product enhances.  
 According to previous research, the guilty feeling will enhance the pleasure that is 
experienced while eating a hedonic product (Goldsmith, Cho, & Dhar, 2012). The consumption 
of a hedonic product elicits the feeling of guilt and this increased the pleasure experienced during 
consumption. The increase in experiencing pleasure was even found if people were primed with 
cognitions about health or primed with the feeling of guilt. This could mean that a pro-social 
person would enjoy the last piece of a hedonic product more if he or she eats the last piece, 
because he or she feels guilty. However, it is not clear whether this is the case if a pro-social 
person acts in a social context. It is important to look whether the effect of feeling guilty, because 
the product consumption is not in line with long term goals, also occurs while feeling guilty in a 
social context. Then the guilty feeling in a social context could also enhance the pleasure that is 
experienced during consumption. Pro-selfs wouldn´t have a guilty feeling and therefore 
experience less pleasure than pro-socials, because they want to maximize their own outcome and 
not the outcome of others. 
  If there is less food available, people tend to experience an increased desire for having 
it (Mittone & Savadori, 2009). In this case people could experience a higher taste perception. 
Scarcity will elicit the feeling of wanting the food, but guilt elicits the feeling of an increased 
pleasure experience (Goldsmith, Cho, & Dhar, 2012). It is interesting to look at the differences 
between wanting food and liking the food. If food is less available and sharing of the food is 
limited there is scarcity. In this case the feeling of wanting the last piece could play a role. If the 
food is shared with others and less available, the feeling of liking could play a role because in this 
case taking the last piece elicits the feeling of guilt. Companies that sell unhealthy food could 
take advantage of the consequences of the feeling of guilt and use this in their advertisement. 
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Although people are nowadays more aware of their health (USA TODAY, 2015), companies 
using strategies to elicit the feeling of guilt could sell more of unhealthy food. If the feeling of 
guilt increases the feeling of liking, it could increase brand loyalty of customers towards 
unhealthy food and therefore people are more willing to buy unhealthy food.  
 To sum up, taking the last piece in a social context means that there is nothing left for 
others. The reason why people take the last piece or not, could be because of differences in social 
value orientation. People, who act more in a pro-self way, prefer to maximize their own outcome 
and tend to make competitive decisions (De Dreu and Boles, 1998). Therefore, they could decide 
to take the last piece even though there is nothing left for others. Someone that acts in a more 
pro-social way is concerned about the consequences of their decisions (De Cremer and Van 
Lange, 2001). Pro-socials tend to make cooperative decisions, whereby they could decide to not 
take the last piece. If pro-socials are not in a social context they could act differently. If food is 
scarce but others are not present, pro-socials could decide to take the last piece. In a social 
context they can directly see what kind of consequences their behavior has on others. A pro-
social person could be more concerned about the impression others receive. Previous studies 
found that the feeling of guilt enhances the experience of pleasure while consuming (Goldsmith, 
Cho, & Dhar, 2012). 
  In this study we looked at whether the pleasure people experience while consuming the 
last piece enhances in a social context. Previous research shows that the feeling of guilt enhances 
self-control, as a result of which pro-socials could decide to not take the last piece in a social 
context (Zemack-Rugar, Bettman, & Fitzsimons, 2007). Companies already use scarcity in 
advertisement to increase their sales, but do companies know how people make decisions? In a 
shop, a pro-social person could be less willing to buy a scarce product, because there could be 
nothing left for others. If the preference to buy a scarce product in a social context declines, 
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companies could think of possibilities to sell their scarce product in a safer environment. By 
selling it on the internet, a pro-social person is anonymous and therefore scarcity could be very 
effective. However, a pro-self person could be more willing to buy a scarce product in a shop, 
because there is competition. If he decides to buy the scarce product, there will be nothing left for 
others.  
 To look at the different effects, there were three conditions called social scarcity, 
scarcity and control. In social scarcity, participants were asked to taste two different kinds of 
commodities with the presence of another participant. One of the two commodities was scarce. 
This means that there was nothing left for the other person. In the condition scarcity, one of the 
commodities was also scarce, but no one else was present. There were enough of the two 
commodities in the control condition and no one was present. To compare how pro-socials and 
pro-selfs would behave, we looked at differences in social value orientation between the 
participants. Furthermore, we looked at the effect of these differences on the attractiveness, on 
the pleasure experienced, on feeling of liking the commodity, on how much people are willing to 
pay for the product, on their future purchase intentions, and on their feeling of wanting. Finally, 
the feeling of guilt that is experienced after consumption of the commodities was measured.   
Hypotheses:  
 H1: After consumption of the scarce commodity, social scarcity will lead to a higher 
feeling of guilt than in scarcity and control. 
 H2a: In social scarcity and scarcity the scarce commodity will be rated as more 
pleasurable and attractive. 
 H2b: In social scarcity the scarce commodity will be rated as more pleasurable and 
attractive than in scarcity.   
 H3: Scarcity will lead to a greater feeling of wanting the product than in social scarcity 
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and control.    
 H4: In social scarcity, pro-social people will experience more guilt after consumption 
of the scarce commodity than pro-self people. 
 
Method 
Participants and Design  
 In total two hundred and twenty-three participants took part in the experiment at the 
faculty of social sciences in Leiden. The participants were all students from the university 
recruited at the faculty during their first weeks of a new study year. Participants, who guessed the 
purpose of the study, or stopped during the experiment because they did not want to eat the 
candy, or noticed that they already participated, or participants who shared the candy in the social 
scarcity condition, were not included in the analysis. The total number of participants was 
therefore two hundred and three. Of the total participants, 79.8 percent were female students (n = 
162) with an average age of 20.13 (SD =3.35). In total 20.2 percent were male students (n = 41) 
with an average age of 21.27 (SD = 4.47). The number of participants in the three conditions was, 
nsocial scarcity = 90 (Mage = 20.18, SDage = 3.50) of which 70 females and 20 males, nscarcity = 58 
(Mage = 20.36, SDage = 3.28) of which 48 females and 10 males and ncontrol = 55 (Mage = 20.65, 
SDage = 3.96) of which 44 females and 11 males. For participation, the students received either 
one credit or €3.50. 
 During a pilot test, different types of candy were tasted by a separate group of participants. 
It was important that the types of candy are seen as different, but rated equally in attractiveness. 
The candy we used was available in six different colors and the participants did not prefer one 
color over the other. In the experiment we combined two different colors randomly.  
 A 3 (condition: social scarcity, scarcity and control) x 2 (two different colors of candy) 
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between-subjects design was used, where scarcity of the commodity was manipulated and the 
attractiveness, liking and wanting of the commodities was measured. There were three 
conditions, the social scarcity, scarcity and control condition. In the social scarcity condition two 
participants were sitting together. One of the two participants was asked to taste two different 
colors of candy, whereby one of them was scarce and therefore there was not enough for the 
other participant. In the scarcity condition one of the commodities was also scarce but the 
participant was alone so would not evaluate the scarce product at the cost of someone else. The 
different pieces of candy in the control condition were abundant and the participant was alone. 
Participants were asked to rate how attractive, how much they liked and wanted the commodities 
were. 
Procedure 
 The experiment took place at the social sciences faculty of Leiden University. After the 
informed consent was signed, participants were first asked to fill in the Social Value Orientation 
questionnaire (SVO) and a filler task whereby participants could select their food preferences. 
Participants were randomly assigned to one of the three conditions (Figure 1). They were told 
that they were doing a “taste test”, whereby a brand is testing the new product before it is going 
to be on the market. In the room there was a jar with ten pieces of candy, four pieces in color A 
and six pieces of candy in color B. In the social scarcity condition the participant was asked to go 
to another room for the second part of the experiment. In the other room there was another 
participant also waiting for the second part of the experiment. The participants were sitting across 
from each other. The experimenter told the participants that the wrong jar is standing in the room 
and replaces the jar by a plate with one piece of candy in color B and four pieces in color A. Five 
pieces of color B were thus removed (Figure 1). The participants received one plate with all the 
pieces of candy. This means that the participants had to allocate the candies by themselves. There 
11 
 
was not a piece of candy left from color B for one of the participants. Participants were asked to 
take one piece of color A and one piece of color B from the plate. Both participants were 
instructed to taste the two different colors of candy. The participants were asked to not speak or 
discuss while evaluating the candy. Participants who asked what to do, because there was not a 
piece of candy in color B for the other participant, were told that one of the participants only 
tastes the piece in color A and can skip the questions about the piece in color B. How the 
participants decided which of them is going to taste two pieces and who is going to taste one 
piece was not visible for the experimenter. The allocation was during the experiment and 
therefore the participants had to find a way to allocate the candies without discussing. In the 
scarcity condition participants were exposed to the same jar, so as in the social scarcity condition 
the previous jar with six pieces of candy in color B and four pieces in color A was replaced with 
a plate containing four pieces in color A and one piece in color B. Participants were asked to take 
one piece of color A and one piece of color B, but this time the participant was alone during the 
second part of the experiment. In the control condition the jar was replaced by a plate with the 
same amount of candy as in the jar, so four pieces of color A and six pieces of color B. 
Participants were again asked to taste one piece of color A and one of color B. Afterwards all the 
participants were asked to indicate how attractive, how tasty the candy was, how guilty they felt 
after eating the candy, whether they would buy the candy in the future and how much they would 
be willing to pay for the candy. At the end some control questions were asked to get more 
information about the participants, whether they consumed the candy before and their intentions 
in maintaining a healthy life. The participants were debriefed about the real purpose of this study. 
The participants in the social scarcity condition were informed about the manipulation, that there 
was not enough for both participants of the candy in color B. All the participants were asked to 
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not tell possible future participants about the actual purpose of the experiment and were paid or 
got a credit and thanked for their participation.  
 
 
Figure 1. Three conditions and candy in color A (black squares) and candy in color B (white 
squares) in the jars. 
Measures 
 Social value orientation: This measure is to classify people based on preferences on 
certain pattern of outcomes for oneself and others and the measurement contains fifteen primary 
items on a continuous scale, whereby on each scale there is a different outcome (Van Vugt, 
1997). Each outcome stands for the quantity that is measured in how much money someone is 
willing to sacrifice in order to make someone else better or worse off.  It is possible to choose 
between nine self-other distributions of points. The outcome is measured in someone’s social 
preference, whereby a high degree means a pro-social orientation and a lower degree a more pro-
self orientation (Murphy, Ackermann, & Handgraaf, 2011). With a pro-social orientation 
someone strives for equality and maximizes the combined payoff for the other and themselves. 
Maximizing the payoff for themselves and disregarding the payoff for others represents a pro-self 
orientation. 
 Tasting the candy: Assessment with a seven-point Likert-scale on the dimensions’ 
attractiveness, pleasurableness to measure liking the product and wanting the product by 
measuring their future purchase intentions and how much they are willing to pay for the product. 
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Participants were asked to indicate how attractive the different colors of candy were. 
Furthermore, participants were asked to rate how sweet, fruity, tasty and appetizing the two 
colors of candy were (Conzen, 2015). These questions measured liking the product on a Likert-
scale with a range from 1 = not at all to 7 = very much. In addition to that participants rated on a 
similar Likert-scale how likely they were to buy the candy in the future and they could fill in a 
number to indicate how much in eurocents they were willing to pay for 100 grams of the different 
colors of candy. These questions measured wanting the product.  
 Guilt: Participants were asked to rate how guilty they felt after taking the last piece of 
one of the pieces of candy, how guilty they felt after tasting the candy in color A and after the 
candy in color B on a seven-point Likert-scale ranging from 1 = not at all to 7 = very much. 
Control questions 
 Socio-demographic variables: Several questions were asked to get more information 
about the participants. Participants indicated their age (in years), gender (male/female), body-
weight (in kilograms) and body-height (in centimeters); to calculate their body-mass-index (BMI 
= weight in kilograms/ height m²).  
 Tasting the candy: To control for the tasting the candy, the questions “How many hours 
ago did you last eat?” (less than one hour ago, 1-2 hours ago, 3-4 hours ago, more than 4 hours 
ago) and “Are you currently hungry?” (yes/no) were asked. The participants were also asked to 
indicate how much they enjoyed eating the different colors of candy in general (1 = not at all to 7 
= very much).  
 Guilt : Measured by asking the participants how guilty they felt after eating the candy in 
color A, the candy in color B and how guilty they felt after eating the scarce color (1 = not at all 
to 7 = very much).  
 Health as a long term goal: Measured by asking participants what they think about 
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obtaining or maintaining a healthy weight and how often they think about a healthy diet (1 = not 
at all to 7 = very much). 
 Manipulation checks: The participants were asked to indicate the purpose of the study, 
whether they noticed something remarkable and what the amount of the candy was in color A and 
B in the jar and on the plate (open-ended).  
 
Results 
Control variables 
 A reliability analysis has been conducted and because the reliability between the four 
items of the taste test was high, α =.79, we computed a sum score called flavor. A multiple 
regression was conducted with enjoyment, maintaining healthy goals, BMI and current state of 
hunger as independent variables and flavor as dependent variable. Flavor could be significantly 
predicted by enjoyment, t(157) = .16, p = .01. The other variables, willingness to pay and 
consumption in the future where not predicted by any of the above mentioned variables. 
 Body Mass Index (BMI), current state of hunger, enjoyment of the product and maintaining 
health goals were measured to observe whether these variables influenced the perception of the 
candies’ attractiveness. The covariates did not qualify the effect of the manipulation and therefore 
did not change the pattern of the results. The covariates were taken into account, but the results 
are not reported with the covariates. 
The feeling of guilt (H1) 
 After consumption of the candy, it was expected that people in the social scarcity condition 
would experience more guilt than people in the scarcity or control condition. A ANOVA was 
conducted to analyze the differences in the three conditions in experiencing guilt. Condition was 
used as the independent variable and guilt as the dependent variable. Looking at the results, 
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participants in the social scarcity condition did not experience more guilt (M = 2.40, SD = 1.45) 
than participants the scarcity (M = 2.09, SD = 1.56) or control condition (M = 2.13, SD = 1.50), 
F(2, 155) = 0.62, p = .54. There were no differences found in experiencing guilt in the social 
scarcity, scarcity and control conditions. 
Attractiveness rating (H2a and H2b) 
 It was expected that the social scarcity condition will rate the candy as more attractive 
than the scarcity and control condition. In addition, it was expected that the scarcity condition 
will rate the candy as more attractive than the control condition. A ANOVA was conducted with 
again condition as an independent variable and attractiveness as a dependent variable. Looking at 
the results of the ANOVA, there is a significant difference on attractiveness of the candy that was 
scarce, F(2, 155) = 3.46, p = .03. The scarce candy was rated as more attractive in the scarcity 
condition (M = 4.95, SD = 1.29) than in the control condition (M = 4.29, SD = 1.46), p = .01. The 
control condition differed significantly in attractiveness from the scarcity condition. This means 
that in the scarcity condition, the decrease of the amount of the candy what makes it scarce leads 
to more attractiveness of the candy. The social scarcity condition did not differ significantly in 
attractiveness from the control condition, p =.58 and from the scarcity condition, p = .07. 
Therefore, the hypothesis that the scarce candy will be rated as most attractive in the social 
scarcity condition compared to the scarcity and control condition has been rejected.  
Pleasurableness rating (H2a and H2b) 
 It was expected that the social scarcity condition will rate the candy as more pleasurable 
than the scarcity and control condition. According to the results of the ANOVA, with condition 
as the independent variable and flavor as the dependent variable, the conditions did not differ in 
pleasurableness, F(2, 155) = 2.68, p = .07. Looking at the results, the social scarcity condition (M 
= 18.62, SD = 4.36) did not report the candy as more pleasurable, than the scarcity (M = 20.52, 
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SD = 3.77) and control condition (M = 19.65, SD = 4.28). This means that there was not a 
difference between the conditions in pleasurableness. 
Willingness to pay and future purchase intentions rating (H3) 
 According to Brock (1968) scarcity increases the desirability of a product, but it does not 
increase the liking of a product. It was expected that people in the social scarcity condition will 
like the product more, because the participants experience the feeling of guilt. If people 
experience an increase in liking the product, future purchase intentions could increase and they 
are willing to pay more for the product. Two ANOVA´s were conducted with condition as the 
independent variable and future purchase intentions and willingness to pay as the dependent 
variables. Though the results of the ANOVA show that the social scarcity condition (M = 3.40, 
SD = 1.57) did not differ from the scarcity (M = 3.40, SD = 1.56) and control condition (M = 
2.98, SD = 1.60) in future purchase intentions, F(2, 155) = 1.25, p = .29. Likewise, the social 
scarcity condition (M = 89.67, SD = 57.09) did not differ from the scarcity (M = 80.34, SD = 
44.29) and control condition (M = 74.04, SD = 39.71) in willingness to pay, F(2, 155) = 1.38, p = 
.25. This means the social scarcity condition was not more willing to pay for the candy and did 
not have higher future purchase intentions, than the scarcity and control condition. 
Social Value Orientation (H4) 
 According to De Dreu and Boles (1998) people who are more pro-social tend to make 
cooperative decisions and people who are more pro-self tend to make competitive decisions. It 
was therefore expected that people who are more pro-social would feel more guilt in the social 
scarcity condition than people who are more pro-self. Eighteen participants were not included in 
the ANOVA, due to technical issues on the first day of the experiment when collecting the data 
resulting in a sample of (N = 185) for this analysis. From the total 185 participants, 155 were pro-
social. Therefore, only 28 participants were considered as individualistic and only two as 
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competitive. Results of the ANOVA, with SVO as independent variable and scarcity as 
dependent variable, show that people who are pro-social (M = 2.26, SD = 1.48) do not experience 
more guilt than people who are more pro-self (M = 2.38, SD = 1.86), F(2, 141) = 0.40, p = .67. 
Therefore it is not observed that people who are pro-social experience more guilt and it is not 
found that people who are pro-self experience less guilt. 
 
Discussion 
Previous research shows that the feeling of guilt enhances self-control. Whether someone 
experiences a guilty feeling by taking the last piece could be depending on personality 
differences. A person who is more pro-social would experience more guilt, because there is 
nothing left for the other person, and therefore self-control enhances (Zemack-Rugar, Bettman, & 
Fitzsimons, 2007). Therefore, he decides to leave the last piece for the other person. For someone 
who is more pro-self taking the last piece would maximize the own outcomes if taking the last 
piece is seen as a competition (De Dreu and Boles, 1998). Therefore, they feel less guilty and 
would take the last piece. 
 This study confirmed the hypotheses that participants liked the candy more if it was 
scarce. In this situation the product is unique and therefore the attractiveness of the product 
enhances. Participants rated the candy that was scarce as more attractive than when there was 
enough left from the product. How much guilt the participants experienced did not differ among 
the three conditions. It was expected that if the feeling of guilt is higher in the social scarcity 
condition, the participants will like the product more. Therefore, participants could be willing to 
pay more for the product or could have the intention to buy the product in the future. Both these 
expectations were not confirmed in this study. The effect that is found in the scarcity condition is 
not found when others were present, which is the case in the social scarcity condition. In the 
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discussion several improvements will be discussed. Improvements which can be made in future 
studies and therefore it could be possible to find the results we expected.  
 Participants in the social scarcity condition were asked to taste the candy while another 
participant was present. The room where it took place was a video lab. Although the participants 
were told that nobody was recording them or standing behind the mirror to watch the participants 
during the experiment, it could have made the participants feel uncomfortable. In addition, the 
participants in the social scarcity condition had to divide the pieces of candy themselves. They 
received one plate with candy, whereby there was enough for both of candy A, but not enough of 
candy B. This means they had to find a way, how to divide the candy. Some of the participants in 
the social scarcity condition mentioned after their participation that they were friends. We 
allocated participants to the social scarcity condition when they finished the first part 
approximately at the same time as another participant. However, in the beginning we didn´t know 
that sometimes the participants in the social scarcity condition knew each other. Therefore, the 
allocation process could have been easier when one of the participants received only one piece of 
the scarce candy. Participants reported that they gave it to the person who was hungriest. Another 
way participants allocated the candy was that the person who finished the part of the 
questionnaire about candy A first, ate the second piece of candy and started the questionnaire 
about candy B. Although the participants were asked not to discuss with each other, participants 
could have mentioned that he or she does not want nor has a desire for candy B and therefore the 
other participant tasted candy B. This would mean that the feeling of guilt would not play a role. 
How the candy was allocated was not visible for the experimenters. In future studies it is 
important to avoid a situation whereby participants had the possibility to discuss, who will taste 
the scarce candy. It is also a possibility to watch the allocation process by recording the process. 
Not knowing who wants the product the most and allocating the candy if there is not enough for 
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both makes the situation more uncomfortable and therefore the chance that a guilty feeling is 
elicited could increase. In a social situation it is also uncomfortable to take the last piece if there 
is not enough for the others. Even though the participants were asked not to talk during the 
experiment, some could have found it difficult to avoid this situation and therefore started 
talking. The uncomfortable feeling could be so present that the scarcity effect does not occur. If 
future studies take this improvement into account, the experiment would be more similar to a real 
life social situation. 
 It was expected that people who are more pro-social would make cooperative decisions 
and would feel guiltier after taking the last piece that is left. Pro-selfs want to maximize their 
outcome and would not feel guilty after taking the last piece (De Dreu and Boles, 1998). In this 
study no difference was found in feeling guilty between the conditions. The distribution of 
personality features was skewed and should be improved in future studies. Future studies could 
also select participants on personality features before the experiment starts. The SVO could be 
examined before the second part of the experiment. Therefore, the experimenters could randomly 
select a group that varies enough and is representing pro-self and pro-social equally.   
 In addition, almost all participants were students from the social sciences faculty. 
Therefore, a lot of students already participated in psychology research. Some participants 
accurately guessed the purpose of the study. Asking only people with a psychology background 
could make it more difficult to reach a variety in personality features. Students from other 
faculties could participate and this could increase the variety. Experimenters could then select the 
participants in a way that pro-selfs and pro-socials are equally represented.   
 Participants had to guess how many pieces of candy were in the jar. Some participants 
mentioned that they did not know how many pieces where in there, because they did not pay 
enough attention towards the jar. Future studies could take this in to account and make sure 
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participants are aware of the wrong jar. Especially in the social scarcity condition, because 
participants were often distracted by the other participant, who was also sitting in the room. It 
could be possible that the scarce effect would also occur, if participants saw the wrong jar with 
enough candy, but the jar is used for other participants and therefore it is not possible for them to 
take candy. The fact that there is not enough for them would make it then more credible.   
 The difference between the conditions in feeling guilty was not found. One of the reasons 
for this could be because participants did not decide for themselves to take the product and 
therefore do not really want to have the product. Another reason could be that participants did not 
want to admit that they felt guilty after taking the last piece. Choosing the last piece is in expanse 
of the other. A participant could feel uncomfortable by harming the other person and did not 
report to feel guilty afterwards. It would be interesting to find a more real life situation, whereby 
participants feel guilty after taking the last piece. A situation whereby participants decide for 
themselves to take the last piece and either decides to not take it because it would harm the other 
or decides to take it because the desire is too high or the person sees it as a competition and 
therefore wants the product even more.  
 For companies it is important to know when people tend to like products more and 
whether this is the case if customers are feeling guilty. If this is the case they could use a strategy 
to elicit the guilty feeling, but therefore customers have to make the decision of wanting the 
product first. In this experiment the participant did not make the decision of wanting the candy. 
In addition, the quality of the product influences the attractiveness of the product. Stronger 
effects could be found by asking participants how much they are willing to pay for the product 
before they tasted the candy. Future studies could use several products and a product that people 
really desire, for example chocolate, and this type of product will be scarce.  
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The products that are left are not scarce and less desired, for example vegetables. Taking the 
desired product could elicit the feeling of guilt. It would be interesting to look at the behavior of 
customers if they made the choice of wanting a product, but feeling guilty at the same time. In 
this study the scarcity effect was not found in a social context. Participants liked the product more 
when it was scarce, but when others were present this effect did not occur. Marketers should look 
at the effects of enhancing the attractiveness of a unique product when consumers are 
anonymous, which is the case during online shopping. If the identities of the persons, who are 
willing to have the product as well, are becoming visible, the effect of liking a unique product 
more will not occur. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
22 
 
 
 
 
References 
Batson, C. D., & Ahmad, N. (2001). Empathy‐induced altruism in a prisoner's dilemma II: what 
 if the target of empathy has defected? European Journal of Social Psychology, 31, 25-
 36. 
Brock, T. C. (1968). Implications of commodity theory for value change. In A. G. Greenwald, T. 
 C. Brock, & T. M. Ostrom (Eds.), Psychological foundations of attitudes (pp. 243- 
 275). New York: Academic Press. 
Carver, C. S. (2005). Impulse and constraint: Perspectives from personality psychology, 
 convergence with theory in other areas, and potential for integration. Personality and 
 social psychology review, 9, 312-333. 
Conzen, N. (2015). The guilty pleasure from hedonic consumption. 
De Cremer, D., & Van Lange, P. A. (2001). Why pro-socials exhibit greater cooperation than 
 pro-selfs: The roles of social responsibility and reciprocity European Journal of 
 Personality, 15, 5-18. 
De Dreu, C. K., & Boles, T. L. (1998). Share and share alike or winner take all?: The influence of 
 social value orientation upon choice and recall of negotiation heuristics. Organizational 
 behavior and human decision processes, 76, 253-276. 
Fromkin, H. L., & Snyder, C. R. (1980). The search for uniqueness and valuation of  
scarcity. In Social exchange, 57-75. Springer US. 
Goldsmith, K., Cho, E. K., & Dhar, R. (2012). When guilt begets pleasure: the positive effect of a 
 negative emotion. Journal of Marketing Research, 49, 872-881. 
23 
 
Hofmann, W., & Van Dillen, L. (2012). Desire: The new hot spot in self-control research. 
 Current Directions in Psychological Science, 21, 317-322.  
Horovitz, B. (2015). Younger folks want healthier food – and will pay for it, USA TODAY. 
 Retrieved 25, December, 2015, from 
 http://www.usatoday.com/story/money/2015/01/19/healthy-food-nielsen-global-health--
 wellness-study/22000167/.  
Kelley, H. H., & Thibaut, J. (1978). Interpersonal relations: A theory of interdependence. New 
 York: Academic Press. 
Leary, M. R., & Kowalski, R. M. (1990). Impression management: A literature review and two-
 component model. Psychological bulletin, 107, 34. 
Mittone, L., & Savadori, L. (2009). The scarcity bias. Applied Psychology,58, 453-468. 
Murphy, R. O., Ackermann, K. A., & Handgraaf, M. J. J. (2011). Measuring social value 
 orientation. Judgment and Decision Making, 6, 771- 781.  
 http://vlab.ethz.ch/svo/SVO_Slider/SVO_Slider_paper_based_measures.html. 
Raghunathan, R., Naylor, R. W., & Hoyer, W. D. (2006). The Unhealthy = Tasty  
 Intuition and Its Effects on Taste Inferences, Enjoyment, and Choice of Food Products. 
 Journal of Marketing, 70, 170-184.  
Schlenker, B. R. (1980). Impression management: The self-concept, social identity, and 
 interpersonal relations. Monterey, CA: Brooks/Cole. 
Van Vugt, M. (1997). Concerns about the privatization of public goods: A social dilemma 
 analysis. Social Psychology Quarterly, 60, 355-367. 
Zemack-Rugar, Y., Bettman, J. R., & Fitzsimons, G. J. (2007). The effects of nonconsciously 
 priming emotion concepts on behavior. Journal of personality and social 
 psychology, 93, 927. 
